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those which most deter the latter? Do we try to reduce
these two groups of taxes in that proportion which re­
flects the relative fall-off in consumer spending and busi­
ness investment? If so, we must be asked to assume that
the previously existing relationship between consumer
spending and business spending was the "right" one for
a high level of employment. This, however, would be
hard to swallow, since we have experienced prosperity
with various ratios in the past. On the other hand, if we
are not to restore some former ratio, how can we ever
tell what mixture of tax cuts is proper for the "balance"
required by the prescription? Obviously, there would be
no way to tell. And, in any event, can we possibly think
it would be good for the everyday workings of our tax
system if we
.
kept juggling our taxes in an attempt to
maintain such a mythical balance?
These questions suggest what I regard as the only use­
ful guide to understanding the problem. If the economy
falls off, and it is thought necessary to reduce taxes to
restore demand (and this is a point I will consider later),
I submit that any tax reduction will serve the purpose as
well as any other tax reduction of equivalent magnitude.
A dollar increase in investment by business is just as
potent in restoring total effective demand as a dollar in­
crease in spending by consumers. It of course will be
necessary to decide which taxes are to be cut; but, in
reaching that decision, there is no need to be encumbered
by meaningless conceptions of "balance" between various
types of demand in the society.
III
Another idea that has been gammg in popular ac­
ceptance is that a maximum amount of economic growth'
is desirable, so that an hour of labor will produce the
greatest amount of economic goods. It is clear that such
economic growth requires business investment; it is
mainly through society's acquisition of capital that the
productivity of labor can increase. A program for maxi­
mizing capital growth through business investment
would seem to call for a tax system which least retards
savings and most encourages enterprise.
The attractiveness of forcing economic growth is easy
to trace. To some extent it stems from the obvious fact
that our people are materially much better off today than
twenty years ago. A good portion of the one-third who
were thought to be below the poverty line are regarded
as having crossed over it; and it is the increased produc­
tivity of the country which seems to have made this
transformation possible. It is not too great a stretch of
the imagination to visualize the complete elimination of
poverty (whatever that may come to mean) if the rate
of increase in our productivity is sustained or augmented.
The attractiveness of a high rate of growth may in part
also derive from a belief that steady inflation in our
economy can be avoided only by way of such growth.
"Without continuing increases in productivity," it is said,
"money wage increases are . . . likely to lead to corre­
sponding increases in the price level." But overshadow­
ing these considerations is the thought that maximum
growth is required to preserve our position in respect to
Russia. Today there is a widely held view that economic
power will decide the future of world politics.
Now it is somewhat awkward to take a stand against
economic growth. In a country in which material wealth
is highly regarded, economic growth is generally ac­
cepted as an unvarnished good. The very term "produc­
tivity" has a ring of virtue. I do not wish to challenge
the contribution of increased productivity to man's hap­
piness, and I most certainly do not deplore our material
gains. But surely it is conceivable that there can be too
much of a good thing. We not infrequently have been
reminded that for several decades Russia has force-fed
its economic growth by starving consumers of goods and
services. To be sure, our standard of living is at a con­
siderably higher plane; but it nevertheless is true the
maximization of our economic growth would be at the
expense of contemporary consumers who would be com­
pelled to do with less goods and services than otherwise.
By stinting now, we probably could enable the next gen­
eration to trade in houses every year as we trade in cars.
Thus the pertinent question is: Do we want forever to
hold down present enjoyment for the sake of greater con­
sumption in the future? And, in weighing this issue, we
should not overlook the consequences of rapid change
itself. At least we should ask ourselves whether we want
to move toward greater automation and the four-day or
the three-day week as rapidly as possible, and whether
social values could be better conserved by a slower rate
of progress? Regardless of how we answer these chal­
lenges, the point remains that maximum economic
growth is not without its drawbacks.
Moreover, the argument advanced in its behalf must
not be accepted uncritically. If maximization of produc­
tivity were to provide more persons in the future with
more goods and services than they otherwise would have,
it nonetheless would be surprising to find that future
generations are free of concern over the have-nots. Once
the subsistence line has been crossed by virtually every
one, poverty appears to be a relative condition, associated
not so much with the wealth of the society but with its
distribution. On even weaker ground is the argument
that forced economic growth is required to prevent infla­
tion in an economy in which there are institutional pres-
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The School was recently host to Alf Ross, professor of
law at the University of Copenhagen. Professor Ross's
work has covered a wide range, although he is noted
primarily for his work in international law. On the occa­
sion of this visit he delivered a public lecture on "The
Use of Blood Types as Evidence in Paternity Cases."
